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4°* ^ ^'547, the covering letter was not included and there a pear* to be no 
legitimate teste for the withholding of any of these passes that u aid not gre dade the 
relapse of all that had boon vfara releaso-i. 

-bars iiay bs lagal niceties lost upon :ao, but wb.y Should Booror first and then all 
otters perpetuate suppression of noo-secret ©sitenoe on tbs far right while neve- with- 
holding anything cm, e&y, the FFCC? 

Sor your infortetton* tha adding ot those pages still leaves the FBI not having 
reported an enoieeun aaoimt that was public about i-dlteer et *1. la Coup I ted l ess 
then all, probably reduced In ju»Uc 

&e 1 reaenbar it, the FBI withhold about the last 200 pages of CD 7 satoln g tho 
arise mistake, ;;et ccitilvj tho i.idOTu The pattern is of protcctieri of the far right. 

The nstiep in the teceit indicate this. «sr? pattern. 

Oaa reading of the Virginia decision in Bud's case against the CIA confirms that 
hs has less courage than a crippled nether hen anc that It provides leads for us to 
follow in tho descriptions and identifications of the decussate withhold. 

I think you should gat a copy of Sobert toons 1 a affidavit because I 

a) the CIA will not deliver to mo and 

W it is not uj. likely I as mentioned in the listed documents inspected 
if camera, 

Kqb. 36,37,40, §4, 45, 47-9 and 57. 

I don't think we need more basis that what will stack if alleged as “iafoRsatiea 
and belief," that I an not masked in cosae of the documents hs got. (Don't forget Haile/ 
Hay potential.) Be know ttet X am in some of his file* and they have not given this to iso. 
Having; given it to him do their lags start with foot to otsnd on? Hawing denied ibs what 
tfcoy gave him nay raise questions of another sort, but I think teaaediatoly i. portent is 
ail proof of ted faith or frivolity and b) proof that their claims in withholding from 
me nave to be spurious. 

Until tho time for appeal has expire we of course do not really know if we'll 
get any jaore. 

^hc lint in thte decision aluo indicates what should have Swwm given mo, 
computer printourr, end wagin' t. 

47-9 mye be promising because of the reason for entire withholding* "the CIA 
had an interest in such individuals." lids could snt should have included me. 

57; I have "no relation with plaintiff." 

If we cose to the 3rd -craf on p. 4 with ry why not ask a) for deleteioas of names 
and/or bj| as kin g that those nosed bo earned to waive claimed "privacy." 

I could rates easy guesses on seao of the names that would moan 11 tele or nothing 
to most judges sax are not privacy invasions, like us, Sprague, Turner, C&rrisoa, Flaus- 
iaoade, dedth, end so many others. 

s ■ ow I* 5 the pciptiif: supplied Bud tfeogp strXid-’.rds wore tr5.ola.ten repeatedly. So, why 
should the CIA haw: sought iosiurdty in these last coos? 

A reading of this confirms cy belief that whan Bud is at bat he osiers with 
lose vigor than a backet case. 


■“eat, m 


